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INTRODUCTION. 


This little volume is the outcome of an invitation 
by The Evolution Protest Movement in December 
1935 to the Rationalist Press Association to debate 
the theory of Organic Evolution by correspondence 
between a nominee of the former and a nominee 
of the latter Association, with a view to the 
subsequent publication of the correspondence in 
book form. 

The object of the Evolution Protest Movement 
in issuing the invitation was the production of a 
volume which should contain a statement of the 
facts relied on by the adherents and opponents of 
the evolution theory, in order that the general 
public might be placed in the position of a jury 
to form an opinion as to the soundness or otherwise 
of the theory. At present there are, on the one 
side, the large number of books written by those 
who accept the theory, of such the late Professor 
Louis Vialleton wrote in 1924 (Membres et Cein- 
tures des Vertebres tetrapodes, p. VII) : “ Depuis 
cinquante ans les manuels sont une simple illus¬ 
tration du transformisme, ne mettant en lumiere 
que ce qui lui est favourable, passant sous silence 
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tout ce qui est en dehors de lui ou contre lui,” and, 
on the other side, a few books in which the theory 
of organic evolution is attacked. No book at 
present exists in which the pros and cons of the 
matter are set forth in detail by the scientific 
adherents and opponents of the theory. 

As the Rationalist Press Association has among 
its adherents such distinguished biologists as 
Professors F. A. E. Crew, J. B. S. Haldane, 
J. S. Huxley, Sir Arthur Keith and W. Patten and 
Mr. Joseph McCabe, Sir P. Chalmers Mitchell 
and Mr. H. G. Wells, and as the doctrine of 
evolution is an article of the Rationalist creed, the 
Evolution Protest Movement anticipated that the 
invitation would be accepted. 

In reply to the invitation the R.P.A. wrote 
asking the E.P.M. the name of the debater they 
would put forward. In reply to this the E.PJVI. 
sent in my name. On hearing this the R.P.A. 
declined the invitation to debate, in the following 
letter written by their Secretary: 

“With further reference to the suggested 
written debate between Mr. Douglas Dewar and 
a nominee of ours, I write to say that after full 
consideration my Directors have decided that no 
useful purpose would be served by our nomin¬ 
ating someone to take part in such debate. 
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Our point of view in regard to it is well 
expressed in the following extract from a letter 
we received from a well-known authority whom 
we consulted: ‘ Mr. Douglas Dewar is a well- 
known and I understand excellent ornithologist. 
1-Ie is a man of legal training and considerable 
ability, and his book, ‘ Difficulties of the Evolu¬ 
tion Theory,’ is by far the best of all publications. 
It is however vitiated, because throughout it is 
full of misunderstandings which have arisen 
because it is a purely literary study, the author 
not having that first hand familiarity with the 
material which can only be gained by prolonged 
experience. Furthermore, he lacks the pre¬ 
liminary training which is necessary for its 
interpretation. 

It is clear that no useful purpose can be served 
by any discussion with Mr. Dewar, or indeed 
with any similar person’.” 

Do the R.P.A. realise that their criterion of the 
capability of an individual to criticise evolution 
rules out Charles Darwin and Alfred Russel 
Wallace? 

The refusal to debate evolution was followed, a 
few weeks later, by a letter to the editor of “ The 
Listener” from the Secretary of the R.P.A., in 
which he speaks of “ the pathetic refusal ” of those 
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who do not accept the doctrine of evolution “ to 
face facts.” This evoked a caustic reply from the 
E.P.M., which seems to have made some impression 
on the Rationalists, as, a few weeks later, the 
R.P.A. asked the E.P.M. whether I would debate 
evolution orally with Mr. Joseph McCabe. 

Although a debate occupying two hours is 
ludicrously inadequate for a proper discussion of 
this vast subject, the E.P.M., on the principle half 
a loaf is better than no bread, accepted the offer. 
I was then asked by the R.P.A. to indicate the 
terms of the motion I was prepared to move. My 
suggestion was that it should be: The Weight of 
Evidence is against the Theory of Organic Evolu¬ 
tion. This was accepted by Mr. McCabe and the 
debate took place at the Conway Hall, London, 
on February 2nd, 1,937. 

It was desired by both the E.P.M. and myself 
that the verbatim report of the debate should be 
published in book form; the R.P.A. however are 
not willing to publish it, but have no objection to 
this being done by us. The following letter written 
by me to the Secretary of the R.P.A. summarises 
the correspondence that took place after the debate. 
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2nd March, 1937. 

The General Secretary, 

Rationalist Press Assn. Ltd. 

Dear Sir, 

The Debate at the Conway Hall 
on Feb. 2nd, 1937. 

1. Before the above debate took place the 
Evolution Protest Movement was given to under¬ 
stand that the Rationalist Press Association always 
had these debates reported and published. For 
this reason the E.P.M. did not send anyone to take 
a verbatim report of this debate. 

2. After the debate the E.PJVT. enquired from 
you on what terms you would supply copies of the 
report of the debate. In reply you wrote : 

“ In reply to your letter of yesterday we write 
to say that we are not proposing to publish a 
record of the debate between Mr. McCabe and 
Mr. Dewar which took place last week. A ver¬ 
batim account of this debate, was taken by a 
reporter at our expense, and we are not pro¬ 
posing to go to the extra expense of having this 
transcribed. If, however, you wished to have a 
transcription we should be glad to put you in 
touch with the reporter, in order that you can 
arrange for this. Similarly, of course, we shall 
have no objection if you decide to publish the 

5 



INTRODUCTION 


debate.” 

3. I, being already in touch with you reporter’s 
firm, Messrs. Walsh & Sons, to whom I had lent 
my MS., enquired of them their charges for letting 
me have a copy of the report and saying that if 
necessary I would obtain the permission of your 
Association before ordering a copy. Messrs. 
Walsh & Son quoted about £10 for transcribing, 
and said that they had ascertained that the R.P.A. 
had no objection to their supplying me with a copy, 
provided I paid the fee for transcription and in 
addition £1-1-0 the fee payable to them for attend¬ 
ing the debate and taking the note. Then, with a 
view to publication, I procured a copy, for which 
I have paid. 

4. Shortly afterwards the E.P.M. sent me a copy 
of the following letter they had received from you : 

“ With reference to my letter of the 9th inst. 
I gather that Mr. Dewar is proposing to have 
the debate published, and while we have no 
objection to this, as I have already explained, 
we take it that you will see that the text is 
submitted to Mr. McCabe for his consideration 
and amendment, if necessary, before publication 
takes place.” 

5. On going through the verbatim report I 
found in Mr. McCabe’s speeches, which in my 
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opinion were well reported, two or three passages 
of which the meaning does not seem quite clear or 
into which errors had apparently crept. I sent 
copies of all passages which are in any way 
doubtful to Mr. McCabe, asking him if he desired 
to make any alterations, at the same time informing 
him that all the remainder of his speeches were 
perfectly clear. I received the following reply: 


Feb. 26/27. 


“ Dear Mr. Dewar, 

Your letter rather surprises me. You do not 
seem to know that it is illegal to publish a man’s 
speech without a contract with him. Normally 
I should have been prepared to meet you in the 
matter, but the passages you quote are so very 
bad that I fear I cannot trust the report of my 
speeches and must refuse my consent to 
publication. 


Yours truly, 

(signed) Joseph McCabe.” 


6. Mr. McCabe’s letter surprised me, because: 

(1) Your letters to the E.P.M. did not lead 
me to expect it. 

(2) Mr. McCabe is an Honorary Associate 
of the R.P.A. and appears to be very closely 
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connected with that body; thus, in his second speech 
in the debate he used the personal pronoun “ I ” 
throughout, except where he says of Professor 
McCready Price “we lured the poor man into a 
debate at the Queen’s Hall.” 

(3) The general public were admitted to the 
debate on payment of 1/-. 

(4) The verbatim report of the debate was 
made by a representative of a firm appointed by the 
RJP.A., and I am informed that the reporter em¬ 
ployed has been taking verbatim reports almost 
daily since 1913. Moreover Mr. McCabe is an 
experienced speaker with a clear diction and his 
Ipeeches, unlike mine, were almost free from 
technical terms and names. 

(5) A similar debate between Mr. McCabe 
and Professor Macready Price was published in 
book form for sale. 

7. The position at present is that, under the 
impression that the R.P.A. including Mr. McCabe, 
had no objection to the publication of the 
reports of Mr. McCabe’s speeches, I have 
paid the fee for talcing the report and about £o 
for the the transcript of Mr. McCabe’s speeches 
with a view to publication, and Mr. McCabe 
objects. That being so I propose to publish a 
volume which shall include this letter and any 

8 
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further correspondence and the report of all the 
debate except Mr. McCabe’s speeches, merely 
mentioning in my own words any parts of them 
not dealt with in my replies and stating that in 
my opinion Mr. McCabe’s replies to the points I 
raised are ineffective and that his speeches gave me 
the impression that he had never heard the case 
against the theory of organic evolution set forth 
concisely and that he was non-plussed. If, how¬ 
ever, Mr. McCabe, within a few days, either with¬ 
draws his objection to the publication of his 
speeches or sends me amended copies of them, I 
will include them. 

I am sending a copy of this letter to Mr. McCabe. 

Yours faithfully, 

(signed) D. Dewar. 

The above letter drew forth the following reply 
from Mr. McCabe, dated March 3rd, 1937: 

Dear Mr. Dewar, 

I gather from the copy of your letter to 
the R..P.A. that that body acted with perfect 
correctness. They did not find the debate worth 
publishing, but waived their rights, leaving me 
to take care of my own. I was unaware that a 
report was made, but in cases where this has been 
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done the Association has always respected my 
rights. 

Your suggestion that I was unfamiliar with 
the ease against evolution is too ludicrous to 
comment upon. There is no serious case and I 
have read every attempt to make one, including 
your own. There is, of course, nothing to 
prevent you from publishing your speeches, but 
in imputing statements to me you will incur a 
risk of which I give you friendly warning. 

Yours truly, 

(signed) Joseph McCabe. 

From the General Secretary of the R.P.A. 
I received the following reply, dated 4th March, 
1937: 


Dear Sir, 

We are in receipt of your letter of the 2nd 
inst. and note what you say. 

As we have already informed you, we have 
no objection to the publication of the debate, 
and the matter is really one for you to settle by 
arrangement with Mr. McCabe. He is, of 
course, entitled to insist that he shall be correctly 
reported, and we gather from the copy of his 
letter to you that he is not satisfied that he is 
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being correctly reported. 

There is, we can assure you, nothing unusual 
in our having had a verbatim report of the debate 
taken and then deciding not to go to the expense 
of having this transcribed and published. We 
generally take the precaution of having a 
verbatim note taken of a debate and afterwards 
decide whether we wish to use it. In this case 
the decision was against publication, and we 
informed you accordingly. 

Yours faithfully, 

(signed) Ernest Thurtle, 

General Secretary. 

Mr. McCabe’s reply makes it impossible for me 
to give in this volume even a resv/mt of his speeches, 
because the only basis on which this can rest is the 
verbatim report of which I have a copy, but which 
Mr. McCabe does not accept. For this reason I 
confine myself to the Chairman’s remarks and my 
own speeches. To these I have added a few foot¬ 
notes to clarify matters, and a few remarks after 
the debate speeches. These notes and remarks do 
not form part of the debate. This little book thus 
constitutes a challenge to evolutionists. I assert 
that the theory ought not to be accepted unless it 
can satisfy the tests I have applied. If any one 
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deny this, it is up to him to publish an answer to 
my arguments. The desire that this volume should 
contain the arguments for as well as those against 
evolution has not be fulfilled, because Mr. McCabe 
objects to the publication of his reply. 


I 
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REPORT OF THE DEBATE AT 
CONWAY HALL, 
on February 2nd, 1937. 

(Mr. McCabe’s speeches being omitted) 

BETWEEN 

Mr. Douglas Dewar (Affirmative) 

Mr. Joseph McCabe (Negative) 

ON 

"That the Weight of Evidence is against the 
Theory of Organic Evolution 

Mr. F. C. Gould (in the Chair). 

Ti-ie Chairman : Ladies and Gentlemen, to¬ 
night we have on the platform two gentlemen, one 
of whom must be known to this audience and one 
of whom is possibly not so well-known. Mr. 
Douglas Dewar is going to open the Debate, the 
subject being “That the weight of evidence is 
against the theory of organic evolution.” 

I would like to say a word by way of introducing 
Mr. Dewar. He is a man who has written a very 
great deal and who has had a very wide experience. 
Although he has written on many subjects, I 
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suppose that he will agree that, according to a list 
of his works, of which I am in possession, he has 
written very largely on the subject of birds. He 
has spent a great deal of time and a very large part 
of his life in India and he has evidently had ample 
opportunity of studying the habits of the 'wild life 
of-India, and he has apparently specialised on bird 
life. Therefore, he has a first-hand knowledge of 
certain aspects of nature which are very important 
for the purpose of the subject on which he is going 
to speak tonight. 

Mr. McCabe is well-known certainly amongst 
the older generation. I almost hesitate to attempt 
to introduce him, but one remembers that there is 
possibly a generation growing up that knoweth not 
Joseph. (Laughter). Of course, we must make 
allowance for such people, and I would remind you 
that it is now getting on for forty years ago when 
I, young as I look, was present at a meeting at 
Bow, which was probably the first meeting which 
Mr. McCabe addressed as an ex-Roman Catholic. 
Since then, of course, he has made a great name 
for himself. He has written an enormous number 
of books and he is well-known as a lecturer on the 
subject of evolution. He was the translator and 
the exponent of Haeckel. He wrote the English 
version of the famous “The Riddle of the Uni- 
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verse ” and another book called “ Haeckel’s Critics 
answered.” He also wrote the books called “ New 
Science,” “ The Story of Evolution ” and “ The 
Evolution of the Mind.” Mr. McCabe is very well 
equipped for this very interesting subject about 
which we are going to hear to-night. 

The arrangement is that Mr. Dewar will 
commence the Debate, and he will occupy thirty 
minutes. Mr. McCabe will follow for thirty 
minutes. Then I will call upon Mr. Dewar to 
speak for twenty minutes and on Mr. McCabe to 
speak for twenty minutes. Then Mr. Dewar will 
have ten minutes and Mr. McCabe will have the 
last word, but, of course, Mr. McCabe will not 
raise any fresh points during the course of the last 
few minutes which he has. 

I will now ask Mr. Dewar to open this Debate on 
the subject “ That the weight of evidence is against 
the theory of Organic Evolution,” (Applause). 

Mr. Douglas Dewar : Mr. Chairman, Ladies 
and Gentlemen, as I have a great deal to get 
through in a very short time, I have written out 
what I have to say; thus I can get through a good 
deal more than if I were to talk extemporaneously. 

The theory of organic evolution is that, millions 
of years ago, owing to the action of natural forces, 
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lifeless matter gave origin to one or more living 
organisms of minute size, from which are descended 
all the plants and animals, including man, that are 
now living, or have ever lived on the earth. 

Needless to say, this theory has not been proved. 
Indeed, from its nature it seems impossible to prove 
or to disprove it. But it is quite easy to apply to 
the theory certain tests of such a kind that, unless 
the theory can satisfy each and every one of them, 
reasonable people must regard it as an unproved 
hypothesis. Its probability must depend on the 
number of these tests it satisfies: the smaller the 
number the more improbable is it that it is true. 

The first of these crucial tests is that of experi¬ 
ment. Experiment forms the basis of all sound 
science. If in the past natural forces transformed 
lifeless matter into a living organism, the biologist 
or biochemist ought to be able to repeat the process 
in the laboratory. Until he has done so, the theory 
of evolution has failed to satisfy one crucial test, 
because we know the elements and combinations of 
elements of which the bodies of animals and plants 
are composed, and we have access to all these. The 
experimenter can take any combination of these 
he chooses, provide for it any kind of environment, 
subject it to any temperature, any kind of atmos¬ 
phere, any degree of pressure, to any kind of 
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light or to complete darkness, to electric treatment, 
to cosmic rays, to ultra-violet or (ultra-red rays, to 
X-rays or emanations from any radio-active 
mineral. In short, the experimenter is equipped 
with a most elaborate scientific armoury. If so 
equipped he cannot manufacture a living organism, 
this is a strong piece of evidence against the theory 
of organic evolution. This is strengthened by the 
fact that the evidence seems to indicate that to-day 
in nature living organisms are not being produced 
from inorganic matter. There is no justification 
for assuming that in the past natural forces 
effected something they are not now effecting. 

Sixty years ago evolutionists set out light- 
heartedly in the attempt to convert non-living 
matter into a living organism. The attempt has 
failed. I doubt whether to-day many are persuing 
the attempt in view of the fact that, as Gager 
remarks, the simplest cell, the unit of every 
organism, has a structure compared to which that 
of a modern printing press or a watch is simple 
and clumsy. Thus, Sir Gowland Hopkins, in his 
Presidential Address to the British Association in 
1933, said: “ Most biologists, I think, having 
agreed that life’s advent was at once the most im¬ 
probable and significant event in the history of the 
universe, are content for the present to leave the 
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matter there.” 

The extreme complexity of the simplest 
organism and its peculiarities are not the only 
snags. Think of the difficulties under which the 
first living organism to evolve would have to live 
and reproduce itself in a world entirely mineral 
and without a trace of organic matter, devoid of 
an ounce of “ soil ” in the gardener’s sense, devoid 
of bacteria and all other micro-organisms—the land 
barren sand or bare mud, the water holding only 
atmospheric gases and mineral salts. (Applause). 

The failure, then, to produce experimentally a 
living organism from lifeless matter constitutes a 
most formidable piece of evidence against the 
evolution theory. 

There is yet another experimental test as crucial 
as the above. If natural forces caused inorganic 
matter to become transformed into a living 
organism, the latter must have been of the 
simplest type. 

To-day there are living organisms, bacteria, so 
minute that, as Paine remarks, a full-stop on a 
page of ordinary print would cover about a 
quarter of a million of them: organisms having 
no root, stem, branches, leaves, flowers, on the one 
hand, or head, eyes, ears, limbs, teeth, blood-vessels, 
nerves, kidneys, liver, on the other hand. The 


18 




A CHALLENGE TO EVOLUTIONISTS 

conversion of organisms of this kind into mosses, 
ferns, conifers, flowering plants, crabs, oysters, 
sharks, crocodiles, birds, whales, elephants and 
thousands of other kinds of plants and animals 
involves tremendous transformations. Even if we 
allow Nature hundreds of millions of years to have 
effected these vast transformations, man, by breed¬ 
ing operations extending over two or three hundred 
generations, ought to he able to effect very great 
changes in the animals and plants on which he 
operates. 

This, then, is the second experimental test which 
the evolution theory must satisfy if it is to be 
accepted as anything more than an improbable 
hypothesis. Can we, by experiment, transform any 
type of plant or animal into a very different type 
of plant or animal? 

For centuries men have been experimenting on 
dogs, cattle, horses, poultry, etc. The ancient 
Romans bred fowls; indeed they were great 
fanciers, but the fowl to-day is essentially the same 
as the fowl of the classical Romans, despite the 
fact that fully .2,000 generations of fowls have been 
bred with the object of effecting changes or im- 
" provements. This applies to all other animals 
which for centuries have been the subjects of 
breeding experiments. In every case various new 
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breeds have been produced, which, in each kind of 
animal, exhibit marked diversity, but the dogs still 
remain dogs, the pigeons still remain pigeons, and 
so on. It makes no difference whether the animal 
experimented on is quick or a slow breeder. In 
191.0 Morgan and his collaborators hit upon the 
happy device of trying to turn into something else 
a very quick-breeding animal. They selected a tiny 
fly known as Drosophila melanogaster. This 
breeds so fast that at ordinary temperatures 25 
successive generations of it can be bred in a year— 
more at higher temperatures. Thus, since 1910 
some 800 generations of this fly have been bred 
with the object of transforming it into something 
which is not a Drosophila. Had human beings 
been the subject of this experiment, it would have 
taken some 20,000 years to breed so many 
generations. 

Dozens of geneticists have been experimenting 
on this fly and all have employed every 
possible device to induce it to vary more. In 1927 
Muller discovered that by exposing this fly, or any 
other plant or animal, to X-rays the rate at which 
mutations, or marked variations, appear is enor¬ 
mously increased. In the case of this fly the 
increase is 15,000 per cent. In the plant Crepis 
the rate is increased by no less than 60,000 per cent. 
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Needless to state that since 1927 the organisms 
experimented on have been freely X-rayed. Des¬ 
pite this. Drosophila and every other organism 
experimented on obstinately refuse to turn into 
anything else. A great many new varieties have 
been produced, in the case of Drosophila, more 
than 400, some of which, being in the nature of 
monstrosities, differ in appearance from the wild 
parent more than various wild species of Droso¬ 
phila differ from one another; but no matter how 
much any of these bred varieties differs in appear¬ 
ance from the wild parent, it yields perfectly 
fertile offspring when crossed with it (unless it be 
so defective as to be incapable of breeding), 
whereas the various wild species of Drosophila, on 
the rare occasions on which they can be induced 
to cross with one another, yield either no offspring 
or sterile hybrids. 

Thus, contrary to the expectations of evolu¬ 
tionists, experiment so far has demonstrated the 
great stability of animal species. This is dead 
against the evolution theory. Le Dantec likens 
the result of these experiments to the metamor¬ 
phosis of the man at the circus who comes into the 
ring wearing 36 waistcoats, which he takes off one 
after the other. At the end of the process he is 
still a man : after all this experimenting Drosophila 
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melanogaster still remain Drosophila melanogaster. 
So it is with all other animals experimented on. 
If we define a species as an interbreeding com¬ 
munity, NO NEW ANIMAL SPECIES HAS BEEN 
produced experimentally. Experiment shows 
that species are plastic to some extent, and are 
capable of a certain amount of modification, but 
that this modification is strictly limited. The 
results of breeding experiments led Professor 
Caullery to write in 1931: “ The greatest difficulty 
at the present time is to reconcile these results with 
the mutability required by evolution.” 

If it be said that breeders have not yet had 
sufficient time to breed a new species, that if they 
persevere with Drosophila for a further 800 gener¬ 
ations, they will probably be able to turn it into 
some other kind of animal; the reply is that this 
is extremely improbable, for the very good reason 
that the experience of every breeder who experi¬ 
ments on any particular wild animal, no matter 
which, is that during the first few generations he 
is usually able to effect marked changes in the 
desired direction, but invariably he is brought soon 
to a sudden halt: he reaches a stage at which the 
animal refuses to change any. farther in thaL 
particular direction. To cite a concrete case. One 
experimenter sought, by breeding from suitable 
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varieties, generation after generation, to produce 
a Drosophila melanogaster devoid of bristles on the 
thorax. During the first 20 generations he was 
able to effect a progressive reduction in the number 
of bristles; after that he could not effect any further 
reduction, although he persisted for forty further 
generations. It is difficult to conceive of evidence 
more unfavourable than this to the theory of 
evolution. 

So much for animals. The case of plants is 
rather different, because (1) the phenomenon of 
polyploidy, which is very rare in animals, is fairly 
common in plants, and (2) none but the most lowly 
animals can propagate themselves by budding, 
or division, or self-fertilisation, while many of even 
the highest plants can thus reproduce themselves. 

Polyploidy is an increase in the number of 
chromosomes by some multiple of the normal 
number. The chromosomes are believed to be the 
carriers of heredity; they occur in pairs, one 
member of each pair being contributed by the male 
and the other by the female parent. During one 
of the cell divisions that result in the formation of 
the ovum and of the sperm cell, one member of 
each pair of chromosomes is thrown out, so that the 
generative cells have half the normal number :. this 
is made good when the male and female cells fuse 
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at pairing - . Occasionally either a male or a female 
cell fails to throw out half the chromosomes. When 
such a generative cell pairs with a normal one, half 
of the parts of its chromosomes find themselves 
without opposite numbers and so cannot pair; with 
the result that the fertilised egg fails to develop 
or results in an individual having three sets of 
chromosomes instead of the normal two sets, one 
from each parent. This will not cross with an 
individual having the normal two sets. Therefore 
such abnormal individuals in animals cannot form 
a new race, but this may happen in plants that 
propagate themselves vegetatively. Many of our 
garden plants are such polyploids. 

When two species are crossed, if progeny result, 
this is almost always sterile; therefore, in the case of 
animals such hybrids cannot form new species, but 
in self-propagating plants they may do so. 

On rare occasions one of these sterile plant 
hybrids, after it has been artificially propagated 
vegetatively for some generations, suddenly doubles 
its chromosomes, and is then sometimes able to 
fertilise itself and produce offspring which are 
fertile inter se. 'fhus a new species may arise. 
This happened in Kew Gardens as the result of two 
species of primrose crossing spontaneously and 
producing a sterile hybrid, which was artificially 
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propagated vegetatively; on this a fertile offshoot 
arose, known as Primula keiaensis, which, however, 
does not always breed true. In this way breeders 
of plants have produced several polyploid species,- 
and even three polyploid genera by crossing two 
genera. 

From the point of view of the evolutionist most 
of the gilt is taken off the gingerbread by the fact 
that the tomato plant may he made, by merely 
wounding it, to double the number of its chromo¬ 
somes. When this happens, only with great 
difficulty can it be crossed with normal tomatoes, 
and, when the cross can be effected, the progeny 
is sterile. If tomatoes be cut down and allowed 
to regenerate, about two per cent, will regenerate 
a polyploid branch. Thus an individual infertile 
with normal individuals of the species can be pro¬ 
duced in one generation! 

Now, the higher plants differ from the higher 
animals in that with them much cross-fertilisation 
is inevitable in nature, because the pollen of one 
species is often carried to the pistil of another by 
wind, insects, etc. Despite this, plant hybrids are 
very rare in nature, because usually, if cross¬ 
pollination result in progeny, the hybrid so pro¬ 
duced is sterile. Nevertheless, if a number of 
hybrids between the same two species in any locality 
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happen to produce polyploid branches exhibiting 
flowers, and the pollen of one of these is carried 
to the pistil of another, fertile polyploid offspring 
may result and a new Linnean species thus be 
formed. It is not improbable that a number of 
species have arisen in nature by the duplication 
of the chromosomes. Thus, in the case of the 
Groundsel tribe, Afzelius found that all the 40 
species of the genus Senecio examined by him had 
either 10 (five pairs) chromosomes, or some 
multiple of this, e.g., 20, 40, 50, 60, 180: and he 
found the same thing in 20 species of other genera 
of the groundsels. Thus, owing to the phenomenon 
of polyploidy and the capacity for vegetative 
reproduction and self-fertilisation, plants are more 
plastic than animals. But, and this is important, 
polyploidy, although it results in the individual 
being much bigger, does not bring about any 
fundamental change of form : all it does is, so to 
speak, to magnify characters that already exist. 
This may explain why there are so many more 
plant species than animal species, although there 
are fewer great groups of plants. 

Thus, until breeders can produce a new species 
of plant otherwise than by polyploidy, their ex¬ 
periments must be deemed unfavourable to the 
evolution theory. Experiments indicate that 
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plants, as a whole, are more plastic than animals, 
but that the extent to which a plant type can be 
modified is strictly limited. 

I submit that the above two facts alone suffice 
to demonstrate that the weight of evidence is 
against the theory of organic evolution. 

There are other tests, almost if not quite, as 
crucial as these two. The first of these other tests 
is that afforded by the fossils. Fossils are the 
remains, impressions or products of plants and 
animals that occur in the sedimentary rocks. 

The supposed transformation of minute one- 
celled organisms into the immense variety of plants 
and animals which to-day fall into a number of 
sharply-defined groups, such as genera, families, 
orders, classes, phyla, involves tremendous trans¬ 
formations of animals and plants in the past. If 
such have occurred the fossils should afford abun¬ 
dant proof of this. T. H. Huxley rightly said 
that the theory of organic evolution must stand or 
fall according to the testimony of the fossils. It 
is estimated that more than 100,000 different 
species of fossils have been found. I shall have no 
difficulty in demonstrating that the testimony of 
these fossils is very adverse to the theory of 
evolution. 

Not the least damning of this evidence is the 
27 
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sudden appearance in the earliest fossil-bearing 
rocks—the Cambrian Series—of a large and diver¬ 
sified aquatic fauna—almost certainly a marine one. 
This includes undoubted representatives of all the 
great groups of the animal kingdom, except 
perhaps the vertebrates or backboned animals. The 
reported Cambrian fish remains are so fragmentary 
that at present they cannot be accepted as such. 
But there are abundant and unmistakable fossils 
of all the other great animal groups—Radiolaria, 
Foraminifera, Coelenterata, Vermes, Echinoder- 
mata, Brachiopoda, Arthropoda and Mollusca. If 
all these Cambrian animals be descendants of one- 
celled ancestors, living organisms must have existed 
on the earth at least as long before the Cambrian 
period as they have lived after it. This must mean 
to the Evolutionist that, as Caullery puts it, 
“Evolution in its great lines was realised before 
the Cambrian.” 

Now, there are in various parts of the world, 
immediately beneath the Cambrian rocks, great 
thicknesses of sedimentary rocks, undisturbed, un¬ 
metamorphosed, and so beautifully preserved as to 
retain impressions of rain drops that fell upon their 
surface, and ripple marks like those made by waves 
on a sandy sea-shore. If the evolution theory be 
true, these rocks should hold many thousands of 
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fossils of the ancestors of the Cambrian animals. 
Needless to say that, ever since 1859, a most careful 
search has been made for such fossils. Nevertheless, 
it is very doubtful whether a single pre-Cambrian 
fossil has been found. A few enthusiastic evolu¬ 
tionists have found what they believe to be such 
fossils, but, on careful scrutiny, practically every 
one of these supposed fossils has been rejected. 
Recently Dr. Percy Raymond made a most careful 
survey of all the supposed fossils and communicated 
the result of this survey in his presidential address 
in 1935 to the Palaeontological Society of America. 
Let me say that Raymond is an evolutionist, hence, 
if he have any bias, it is in favour of the supposed 
fossils being true fossils. Nevertheless he rejects out 
of hand all of them, except the following three 
which he thinks may be fossils: (1) What may be 
the burrows of some kind of worm. (2) What he 
thinks may be products of, i.e., calcareous matter 
secreted by, brown algae, and (3) What he thinks 
may be part of the integument of an Arthropod. 
But, of each of them he says: they cannot 
be accepted as fossils until checked by future 
discoveries. 

Can there be evidence more unfavourable to the 
evolution theory than this? As Raymond remarks, 
the lack of pre-Cambrian fossils constitutes a 
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standing challenge to the evolutionist. Clearly, 
unless a satisfactory explanation can be offered, 
consonant with the evolution theory, this ought to 
be rejected by reasonable people. 

This being so, needless to say that evolutionists 
have for years expended all their' ingenuity in 
trying to find explanations. I have come across 
nine such explanations; all in my opinion very 
unsatisfactory. I have not time to go into them 
all, but, if Mr- McCabe cites any I will criticise 
them. I may here say that the reason why I reject 
the three objects that Raymond thinks may be 
fossils is, if the evolution theory be true, the pre- 
Cambrian seas must have swarmed with animals, 
and in that case their fossils must be very abundant 
in the pre-Cambrian rocks. It is a case of a great 
number of fossils or none at all. Three odd fossil 
species is an impossibility. 

The fossils afford yet another test which the 
theory of organic evolution utterly fails to satisfy. 
That is the test of forms intermediate between 
animals of which the skeleton exhibits very peculiar 
features and their supposed ancestors having a 
skeleton of ordinary type. We have to rely on the 
skeleton and not the general form, because almost 
the only portions of animals that become fossilised 
are the hard parts : bones, teeth, shells and the like. 
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Now the following kinds of animals have skeletons 
very unlike those of all other creatures: bats, 
whales, dugongs, seals, kangaroos among mam¬ 
mals; snakes, turtles, Ichthyosaurs, Plesiosaurs and 
Pterodactyls among reptiles; frogs and toads 
among amphibia, and skates, eels and flat-fish 
among fishes. The evolutionist believes that the 
bats, whales, dugongs and seals are all descended 
from an ordinary four-legged land mammal, and 
the above reptiles from a generalised four-legged 
land reptile, and the frogs from a newt-likc 
ancestor. If that be so, each of these must have 
a long line of ancestors transitional between it and 
its supposed ordinary-shaped ancestor, and numbers 
of fossils of these transitional forms ought to have 
been found. 

On the contrary, not one has been found. Dozens 
of fossils of bats have been found and scores of 
fossils of whales, dugongs and seals, but not a 
single fossil of their supposed half-formed ances¬ 
tors. The earliest known fossil bats are perfect 
bats, so with the cetaceans, dugongs, seals, 
kangaroos, etc. The discovery of these intermediate 
fossils was confidently predicted by evolutionists, 
and they named them pro-Chiroptera, pro-Cetacea, 
pro-Pterosauria, etc. Not one of these predictions 
has been fulfilled. Contrast this prediction with 
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that of the formulators of the periodic law of the 
chemical elements, viz., that six new elements would 
be discovered of which they were able to state the 
properties and approximate atomic weights. All 
these elements have since been discovered, but not 
one of the predicted intermediate fossils, pro- 
Cetacea, etc. have been found. Here you see the 
difference between a sound and an unsound theory. 
The failure to discover any of these intermediate 
fossils, which must exist, if the evolution theory be 
true, is most weighty evidence against it. The only 
explanation the evolutionists can give is to allege 
the imperfection of our knowledge of the geological 
record and bad luck. This simply will not wash. 
The vast majority of the fossiliferous rocks known 
to us were laid down in the sea near some shore, 
and it is precisely in such localities that the ancestors 
of whales, dugongs, seals, ichthyosaurs, plesiosaurs 
and turtles must have lived when they first took to 
feeding in the sea. Their fossils ought to be among 
the most abundant of those of marine vertebrates. 
There can be no doubt that, as regards the marine 
fauna, our knowledge of the fossils is very con¬ 
siderable. There are to-day living 41 genera of 
whales, sirenians and seals. Mr. Levett-Yeats and 
I, as the result of an enquiry we made about four 
years ago, discovered that 29 of these 41, i.e., 70 
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per cent, have been found as fossils. Now Ceta¬ 
ceans, Sirenians, Seals, Ichthyosaurs, Plesiosaurs 
and Turtles are all marine and are of such peculiar 
form that, if they be derived from land animals, 
there must have existed for each of these six groups 
at least a dozen genera of intermediate forms. 
Thus, for these six groups, at least 72 genera of 
intermediate ancestors must have existed, and 
fossils of about 70 per cent, of these, that is of 51 
such genera of intermediates ought to have been 
discovered, but not one has been found. This, of 
itself, is almost conclusive proof that the above six 
groups of aquatic animals are not descended from 
land animals, and that the evolution theory is not 
true. 

Another crucial test is that of nascent organs. 

Books on evolution have much to say about 
vestigial organs, but the modern ones rarely, if 
ever, mention the matter of nascent organs. 

If evolution be a fact and be still going on, all 
organisms that are not dying out should exhibit 
the beginnings of organs that are going to be useful 
to their descendants after these have continued 
their evolution to a further stage. Some of these 
organs would be in a very imperfect state, so that 
they might not be recognised as such, but many 
should be so far developed as to make it clear what 
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their use will be in their completed state. If the 
theory of organic evolution be true, Mr. McCabe 
should have no difficulty in pointing to ten or 
twenty of such structures in various animals. I 
challenge him to cite a single one. I say they don t 
exist, for the very good reason that the evolution 
theory is a figment of the imagination. Some 
evolutionists, such as Cuenot and Broom, when 
taxed with the difficulty, try to get over it by saying 
that evolution is a thing of the past: it has finished. 
Mr. McCabe cannot very well resort to this sub¬ 
terfuge, because, in the debate witli Professor 
McCready Price in 1925, he asserted that evolution 
is now going on infinitely faster than ever! Ladies 
and Gentlemen, I submit that the non-existence of 
nascent organs is fatal to the evolution theory. 
(Applause). 

The Chairman : I will now call upon Mr. 
McCabe to speak for thirty minutes. (Applause). 

Mr. Joseph McCabe then spoke for thirty 
minutes. His speech is not here reproduced, for 
reasons given above. 

Mr. Douglas Dewar: Mr. Chairman, Ladies 
and Gentlemen, Mr. McCabe has answered one or 
two questions which I never asked. In the first 
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place he said I asked about new species. I never 
asked anything of the kind. I asked for examples 
of nascent organs which is a very different thing. 
The second thing that he put into my mouth was- 
that he stated that I said something about there 
being no connection between a mammal and any¬ 
thing before. I said nothing of the kind at all. 
I mentioned certain highly specialised mammals, 
viz., bats, whales, dugongs, seals and kangaroos, 
and I said that Mr. McCabe can find me nothing 
between any of those creatures and its supposed 
generalised ancestor, which is quite a different 
thing. 

With regard to the connection between the 
mammals and the reptiles, if Mr. McCabe chooses 
to name any particular fossil I shall be very pleased 
to deal with that. I have so many things to deal 
with that it will take all my time. The first is this 
boot in the Triassic rocks. I do not know how 
it affects the evolution theory at all. I do not 
think it is a sole of a boot, but it certainly has an 
extraordinary resemblance to the sole of a boot.* 
You can see even the marks of sewing in it, and 
the Museum authorities say that it is one of the 
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most extraordinary freaks that they have ever seen. 
But as I have said, what that has to do with the 
test which is before you I cannot understand. 

I said that various tests must be applied before 
you accept evolution. The first is the test, can wc 
produce life from inorganic matter? Mr. McCabe 
has not touched on that. 

As to the second test, he seems to think that 
changes in climate cause evolution. But the ex¬ 
perimenter can put an animal in any climate he 
likes, expose it to any temperature. You cannot 
imagine anything in which he cannot make a 
change. With regard to Drosophila melanogaster, 
that unfortunate creature has been subjected to 
changes of climate which it will never be likely to 
get in the next few million years. 

The experimenter can do what he likes. The 
climate to the Drosophila is what it is surrounded 
by. I suppose that Mr. McCabe will admit that 
we have had an atmosphere all the time, but, if 
these people like, they can put Drosophila in a 
vacuum. 

Mr. McCabe admits that they cannot produce a 
living organism. He has also given away the 
second point I raised, that they cannot produce a 
new species in the laboratory. He talks about 
animals, and says that you cannot define a species. 
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I was very careful with regard to that. I said 
that, if you define a species as an inter-breeding 
community, no new animal species has been 
produced in the laboratory. 

A proof of evolution, and splendid proof, is said 
to be that bacteria have not changed for 500 million 
years. There is an example! Of course 500 million 
years are merely moonshine. We have no means 
whatever of telling what is the age of the earth. 
Nobody can possibly know that, and I have no 
hesitation in saying so. This estimate is based on 
radio-activity. Those who make it have to assume, 
in the first place, that when you get what they call 
uranium lead, it is uranium lead. We know that 
radium is an intermediate product in the disintegra¬ 
tion of uranium. Uranium when it first breaks up 
breaks into radium. For all we know, uranium 
itself may be a radio-active product and not the 
initial product; uranium may have come from some 
element of higher atomic weight, and that element 
may have dissipated itself very rapidly. There is 
a tremendous difference between the rates at which 
radio-active elements disintegrate. I repeat, for 
all we know, uranium may itself be a half-way 
product between other radio-active elements and 
lead. 7’here are only 92 known elements. 
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Recently a Professor* by bombarding something 
—I forget what it was—was able to produce an 
element of higher atomic weight than uranium, 
which was very unstable. 

He has been able to produce something like that, 
nevertheless the age of the earth is calculated on 
the assumption that hundreds of millions of years 
ago there never existed any elements having a 
greater atomic weight than uranium. It is also 
based on the assumption that the disintegration has 
been going on at the same rate all these hundreds 
of millions of years. The way in which they throw 
about these hundreds of millions is rather astound¬ 
ing. I have some notes on this subject. 

I think it was Madame Curie** who said that she 
was pretty certain that in the earlier stages of the 
history of the earth, radio-activity took place much 
faster, and that there was much more radio-active 
material on the earth. These are the snags; 
scientific men assume all this, and they cannot 
possibly know whether they are right or not. They 
assume that no element ever existed on this earth 
of higher atomic weight than uranium, and that 
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radio-activity at the present rates has been going 
on all these hundreds of millions of years, despite 
all the cataclysms and other horrible things 
that Mr. McCabe told us happened in the past. 
This is all put down as gospel truth; even 
scientific men put it forward, not as a hypothesis 
but as a fact. You will see it in various books. 
Mr. McCabe is only taking it from some book. 

We have to remember that the age of the rocks 
as determined by this radio-active method, that is 
to say, by the amount of uranium or thorium lead, 
is very much “ cooked.” When an experiment does 
not give the right result, it is brushed aside, because 
it will not do. In a paper read before the Victoria 
Institute Mr. Dudley Whitney pointed out that 
there were two specimens in the same rock, and one 
of them gave a greater age by 8,000 million years 
than the other f I therefore thought I would look 
up some of these experiments and I came across 
a paper in the “ American Journal of Science ” in 
which Professor Holmes, the great authority, and 
the author of “ The Age of the Earth,” a little 
sixpenny book, cites the following figures given by 
Uranites from Gordonia, South Africa. 

In the three specimens from the very same rock, 
the lead ratio, on which the age depends, varied 
from 0.118 to 0.173, a variation of 50 per cent. 
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Professor Holmes says that the right ratio should 
he 0.131, but he has to admit that the ore that 
gave the ratio 0.173 was specially selected for its 
fresh appearance, and that neither its chemical nor 
its physical properties were such as to suggest that 
its lead ratio was too high by 30 per cent. These 
people talk about thousands of millions of years. 
We know that every year rivers are pouring vast 
amounts of salt into the sea. We can calculate 
the amount of salt carried by rivers annually into 
the sea, and we know the total amount of salt that 
is in the sea; by dividing the latter by the amount 
annually brought into it, you get a rough idea of the 
age of the oceans. This works out to 89 million 
years, assuming that all the sodium in the sea was 
brought in from rivers. But the proportions of river 
salts and sea salts are very different. River water 
contains 80 per cent, of carbonates, whilst sea water 
contains 0.2 per cent. Thus it looks as though the 
sea started not as fresh water, and, therefore, 
according to the salt test, the age of the oceans 
can hardly be more than a few million years. I do 
not say that the salt test is correct, but usually 
not a word is said about it. As the solution of 
salt in river water is very dilute, it is said that it 
is difficult to estimate accurately, in other words 
that chemists do not know their job! This is not 
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science, but rather a fairy tale. I say that no 
scientific man dare assert what the age is. We have 
no means of determining it. We can do our best 
and apply certain tests, but they are sheer guesses. 

Mr. McCabe talks of what the breeder has been 
able to do. My point, of course, is that dogs differ 


can see what it is. If y 
kind of pigeon beside ; 
other pigeon shows by his b 
the fantail pigeon is a pigeon. 

I think Mr. McCabe asked me to name some 
biologists who do not believe in evolution. I hope 
I am not answering a question I was not asked. 
Professor Fleischmann, who is still living,' and who 
was I think for nearly fifty years a Professor at 
Erlangen, is one, and Professor Vialleton, who 
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but he is a Palaeontologist rather than a biologist, 
so I will not cite him. 

Here are two of them, but supposing—and Mr. 
McCabe is right in saying it—that the great 
majority of biologists do believe in evolution, and 
there is no denying it, it does not necessarily follow 
that it is true. 100 years ago every doctor believed 
in bleeding. They all told you that bleeding was 
necessary to keep you fit. Nobody believes it now. 
The mere fact that nearly all biologists believe in 
evolution may show only that they are exceptionally 
stupid. I believe that Alexis Carrell said he regret- 
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ted that stupidity is very marked among scientific 
men. I do not say that biologists are stupid, but I 
say they are badly taught. Mr. McCabe is my 
anthority for stating that Starling’s Physiology, 
which is a very good book, asserts that the pineal 
organ is the vestige of an eye. The supposed pineal 
eye of extinct reptiles was the parietal body, which 
does not occur in birds and mammals. The pineal 
body is always a glandular and not a sensory organ. 
Quain’s Anatomy, which was a standard book when 
I was a boy, speaks of open gill slits in the pharynx 
of the hujnan embryo. That is absolutely untrue. 
There are no slits in his embryonic pharynx. 
Sir Arthur Keith in his Textbook of Human 
Embryology states that the membrane between the 
aortic arches is never perforated normally.® 
Students are taught stuff such as the above. In 
every textbook on Zoology the evidence in favour 
of evolution is set forth and. nothing against it. 
That is one of my charges, and I am going to 
return the charge and show up some of these mis¬ 
statements.*® I maintain that if the evidence were 
fairly put, you would not get half these young 
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me more than twenty years of work before I dis¬ 
covered it was wrong. First I was led to attack 
Darwinism; I then believed in mutation. On 
further looking into the evidence I satisfied myself 
that the theory of organic evolution is wrong. I 
have completely changed my mind as the result of 
prolonged study. 

Thanks to the ghastly mess our Government are 
making of India, I determined to retire as soon as 
I earned my pension. Therefore, during the last 
twelve years. I have had time to study and I have 
satisfied myself that there is absolutely nothing in 
the evolution theory. 

Mr. McCabe has given an explanation of the lack 
of Pre-Cambrian fossils which is new to me. He 
suggests that an Ice Age killed off all the animals. 
From where the new ones came he has not told us. 

Then I am asked: do I say that God created 
AH the animals at the beginning of the Cambrian 
Period? For all that I lmow He may have done 
so : the rocks show a sudden influx of a tremendous 
number of marine animals. They suddenly appear 
in the rocks. From where they came I do not know 
and naturally cannot say. All these things 
happened in the sea. I was not there. 

Mr. McCabe talked about succession of the 
fossils. This is an important thing. If geologists 
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would only use a little common sense, I think they 
would come to very different conclusions. I hope 
that one day geology will become a science and 
that it will cease to be dragged at the heels of these 
evolutionists. The point I emphasise is that, if you 
look at the records of England, you will find that 
the Romans came into the country before the 
Saxons and the Saxons before the Normans. That, 
I think, the record will show you, but it does not 
tell us when the Normans or the Saxons or the 
Romans were created, or evolved, or came into 
being. This is precisely what happens in the case 
of the fossils. 

We know that all rocks exposed to the air are 
very rapidly eroded away. According to the 
authorities, in less than five millions years the whole 
of the British Isles will have been swept away by 
erosion into the sea, unless there be some uplifting 
meanwhile. Therefore, if the earth be even one- 
hundredth of the age that Mr. McCabe says, all 
land rocks that were laid down at an early stage 
must have been washed away long ago and none 
left. That is why the fossils you see in the early 
rocks are all marine. The Cambrian, Ordovician 
and Silurian are all marine. 

People say that there was then no land life, but 
we have no means of knowing this as regards 


45 





A CHALLENGE TO EVOLUTIONISTS 

animals, because no fossils have been found. Per¬ 
sonally I think that the land was populated by 
animals, I cannot say. There must have been land 
plants, because a few fossils have been found in 
Silurian and Ordovician rocks. Geology does not 
tell us where the land animls came from. The first 
rocks in which abundant land fossils occur are the 
Devonian. In them we get suddenly appearing a 
tremendous flora, including many trees, some 100 
feet high. This flora extended from Spitzbergen 
to the Falkland Islands. An enormous quantity 
of plants suddenly appeared on the scene. I ask 
Mr. McCabe where is the evolution ? ITe must, as 
an evolutionist, believe that plants had been in 
existence millions of years before these appear in 
the known Devonian rocks. These are the first 
land rocks that have been preserved. In my opinion 
they were preserved because they were low-lying 
lands by the sea, possibly a string of islands. Later 
they became submerged and were covered by pro¬ 
tecting sediments in the sea, and after that they 
have come up again, so that we have access to them. 
Then in the Carboniferous rocks amphibia and 
insects appear. Out of the eighteen orders of 
insects now existing you get twelve existing in the 
Carboniferous. Twelve orders of insects suddenly 
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appear. Where is your evolution here?* 

Mr. McCabe talks about animals getting bigger, 
more complex and improving. Those Carboni¬ 
ferous amphibia were giants as compared with 
those now living. Soon after them the reptiles 
appear suddenly. 

Mr. McCabe said that the elementary fish could 
not grow bone. As you know, sharks do not grow 
bone, and in my opinion the shark is quite the 
highest fish. I would sooner tackle any other fish 
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thing low. I maintain that the sharks are of the 
highest order of fishes. I do not think that a 
cartilaginous fish, such as a sturgeon, is any inferior 
to any bony fish. That a bony fish is superior to 
a cartilaginous one is purely a matter of opinion. 

Mr. McCabe said that the sea-urchins in the 
chalk pass from one genus to another. I will be 
very glad if Mr. McCabe will tell me at what genus 
in the graduation these sea-urchins change. I know 
of the changes in the sea-urchin Micraster, but the 
story begins and ends with a Micraster. I have it 
here and can give you the actual names* It is in 
a paper by Dr. Bather, who was President of the 
Palaeontological Society. This is probably what 
Mr. McCabe is referring to. Mr. McCabe mentions 
one genus changing into another. I do not know 
it and shall be glad if Mr. McCabe will tell me. 
(Applause). 


Mr. McCabe then spoke for twenty minutes. 

Mr. Douglas Dewar: Mr. Chairman, ladies 
and gentlemen, I refrained from bringing in 
religion so as not to offend any one present. Now 
Prof. MeCready Price is brought in. I think this is 

* The earliest of the series is Micraster cor-bmis, thi'. is followed by 
Micraster praecursor, and the series ends with Micraster coran - 
guinium . Even if these are good species, they certainly all belong 
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rather silly, because you have to remember that 
the evolution theory must be a creed of the Ration¬ 
alist, and of the atheist. He cannot help it. If 
there be no God, there must be evolution; but you 
can have Christian evolutionists. You have to 
remember that if you are a Rationalist, evolution 
is an article of creed and you have to believe it. 
You cannot believe in creation and that is the point. 
Mr. McCabe thought fit to attack Mr. McCready 
Price and Father O’Toole. As regards Fleisch- 
mann, Mr. McCabe is wrong in saying that he 
fought only Darwinism. He fought the whole 
thing. His book is called Die Descendenztheorie, 
and he says that the only reason why they believe 
in this idiotic thing is love for fairy tales! Three 
years ago he read a Paper before the Victoria 
Institute, and I was present; I think that I 
presided. In that paper he attacked the whole 
theory of evolution, the whole concept, and not only 









A CHALLENGE TO EVOLUTIONISTS 


that the evidence is not fairly set forth in our 
textbooks. 

I asked Mr. McCabe to name the particular 
reptile from which the mammals are supposed to 
have descended. He mentioned a gentleman who 
gave the synapsid reptiles. That is a class of 
reptiles. Of course Mr. McCabe is right in saying 
that that gentleman is of that opinion; and let me 
quote some other opinions. Gaupp derives mam¬ 
mals from primitive lizards and crocodiles: Abel 
from the Cotylosaurs. Marsh, Kingsley, Fur- 
bringer and Goeppert think they come from 
amphibia, because mammals have a diaphragm and 
no reptile has this organ. Keith thinks that the 
mammalian diaphragm must be derived from some 
pre-reptile. Berg also favours this view. He 
writes (Nontogenesis, p. 196) : “ In my opinion 
mammals cannot be derived from Theriodontia (he 
gives many reasons). Their mutual similarities are 
due to parallel development. It would seem to me 
justifiable to derive the Monotremata from the 
Stegocephali, which may have' given rise both to 
reptiles . . . and to primitive mammals.” 

There is plenty of difference of opinion among 
these gentlemen. They all agree that mammals 
have evolved from something. They will not have 
creation, but with regard to what they evolve from 
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there is no agreement. There is an enormous 
number of reptiles and there is far greater diversity 
among extinct reptiles than is seen in mammals. 
There is a great difference, between the elephant 
and the kangaroo, but there is a far greater 
difference between some reptiles. Therefore it is 
not surprising that some reptiles should have some 
of the characters of mammals. This reptile seems 
to be more mammal-like than that one. Evolu¬ 
tionists have simply picked out what each thinks 
fits best. There is not an atom of proof that 
mammals are descended from reptiles. 

It is all subjective evidence. Mr. McCabe says : 
“ I believe what these people tell me.” He accepts 
their opinions. This is only opinion. I say that 
you have to listen to fact, and not to opinion. I 
want fact, and I do not care about anyone’s opinion. 
About four years ago I rejected evolution. Mr. 
McCabe asked : “ Are they all fools? ” I accepted 
evolution because I saw in all my textbooks and 
heard in all my lectures only the evidence in favour 
of it, and nothing against it. It never occurred to 
me to challenge it at all. It was only when, now 
and again, I came upon a fact which made me say 
“That is funny,” that I began, first, to suspect 
Darwinism, and then I found myself examining 
the evolution theory. I ask you not to accept the 
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word of anybody as a fact, but to look into the facts 
yourself. Do not get a one shilling textbook, but 
get the actual facts. I believe that there is not a 
single person in this room who, knowing the facts, 
will not say there is a mass of evidence against 
this evolution theory. 

I thought I had to speak in the first instance for 
forty minutes. There is one other test, to which 
I had not time to refer in opening the debate, but 
I think I have time to mention it now. This test 
is: Does the evolution theory involve any trans¬ 
formations of such nature that a species undergoing 
them must pass through stages in which it could 
not hold its own in competition with other species? 
If it does, the theory cannot be true. Now, 
according to the evolution theory, whales are 
descended from land quadrupeds. If this happened, 
the incipient whales, must, for a very long period, 
have had a hipbone too small to serve as a base 
on which the hind legs could articulate, but too 
large to permit the muscles that move the great 
tail of the whale to be attached to the backbone, 
so that these unfortunate creatures could neither 
walk properly on land nor swim well in water, 
unless of course the transformation from being 
well-adapted to terrestrial locomotion to being well- 
adapted for swimming took place by a sudden 


52 



A CHALLENGE TO EVOLUTIONISTS 

miraculous change. Professor Vialleton, wrote 
thirteen years ago : it is an illusion to look for the 
fossil of an animal midway between a land quad¬ 
ruped on the one hand and a whale or a dugong 
on the other. As I have already said, such a fossil 
has not been found and I predict that one will 
never be found. I have repeatedly challenged 
evolutionists to make a sketch of such a monstrosity, 
exhibiting its skeleton and muscles. I repeat this 
challenge to-day and invite Mr. McCabe, or any 
one else who believes that whales are descended 
from land animals, to furnish me with such a 
drawing. Recently Mr. Arnold Lunn issued this 
challenge to Professor J. B. S. Haldane. The 
challenge and the reply are set forth in the hook 
entitled “ Science and the Supernatural.” Here 
is Haldane’s reply: “You ask for a series of 
intermediates between a land animal and a whale. 
I am not a good sketcher, but some would be very 
like caricatures of seals and dugongs. The walrus 
can still walk on his hind legs. In the British 
seals they are permanently stuck out behind. In 
the dugong the hind limbs have disappeared, 
though there is a good deal more pelvis left than 
in the whales.” 

As the dugong is perfectly adapted to swimming, 
it is of no use as a sample of an intermediary 
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between the whale and a land animal. In some 
respects the dugong is less like a land animal than 
some whales are, because it has no bones corres¬ 
ponding to hind leg bones, while some whales have. 
Its pelvis is very small, but it is larger than that of 
the whale, for the good reason that, owing to the 
lumbar region of the dugong being relatively much 
longer than that of the whale, the dugong requires 
a larger pelvis to prevent the viscera being unduly 
squeezed when the great muscles in this region 
contract. 

As to the seal, it is absurd to regard this as 
anatomically intermediate between a whale and a 
land animal. It is adapted to existence both on 
land and in watey, which the whale is not; but to 
regard the seal as one of the stages through which 
the ancestor of the whale passed is puerile. Its 
pelvis and hind limbs are in no way intermediate 
between those of a land animal and a whale; indeed 
they are exceedingly well-developed and show no 
signs of regression. The hind legs, however, are 
disposed in a manner seen in no land animal; they 
are stretched out backwards on either side of the 
tail to which they are pinned, and, by their move¬ 
ment from side to side in the water, they constitute 
a most efficient propeller. Let us notice the 
anatomical changes involved in the supposed trans- 
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formation of a land quadruped into a seal. The 
animal, while still living on land, instead of using- 
its hind legs for walking, must have taken to 
holding them rigidly stretched out backwards on 
either side of the tail, thus letting its belly fall on 
to the ground, and have got about by movements 
of its fore paws, dragging behind it the hind limbs, 
which by this habit were rendered quite useless for 
locomotion on land; and we must further suppose 
that, through being thus held rigidly, the hind legs 
became fixed in this position, as does the arm of the 
Indian fakir who holds it up until it becomes rigid. 
We must assume, contrary to all experience, that 
this acquired fixed position of the legs became 
inherited. As soon as this peculiar position 
of the hind legs had become fixed, with a 
little further modification the seal would have 
devolped its present swimming organ. Having 
accomplished this wonderful feat, it would have 
to perform further gymnastics to become con¬ 
verted into a whale. For some reason or 
other, the part of the body behind the pelvis 
must have begun to twist on the front part, and 
this twisting must have continued until one side of 
the hind part of the body faced upwards and the 
other faced downwards, so that the lateral motion 
of the tail and hind legs of the seal became con- 
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verted into the up-and-down motion of the tail of 
the whale. In this connection, we must remember 
that whales and dugongs swim by an up-and-down 
movement of the tail, not by a lateral one, as fish 
do. Having accomplished this gymnastic feat, the 
incipient whale, we must suppose, proceeded to rid 
itself of its legs and practically the whole of its 
hip bone. If you are an evolutionist you have to 
believe that this happened and that, during the long 
period occupied by the transformation, the incipient 
whale managed to hold its own in the struggle for 
existence, unless you are of Steinmann’s opinion 
that whales evolved from Ichthyosauruses, which 
would mean that the latter threw off their reptilian 
characters and assumed all the anatomical and 
physiological characters that distinguish mammals 
from reptiles, while some land reptile was doing 
likewise. Imagine a human being, the lower half 
of whose body began to twist on the upper until 
his knees were at one side so that he walked side¬ 
ways! But the above are not the only trans¬ 
formations that must have taken place in this 
animal prodigy. As you know, the whale gives 
birth to its young in the sea and suckles it under 
water, and both mother and young have to be 
specially adapted to accomplish this. The mother 
has to develop a receptacle into which she can 
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secrete milk; this must be provided with muscles 
which she can contract so as to force the milk in 
her receptacle into the mouth of the young one. 
She must also develop a cap round the nipple into 
which the snout of the young one must fit exactly. 
The young one has to have the windpipe prolonged 
above the gullet to prevent any of the milk ejected 
by the mother passing into its lungs. Now, no 
gradual transition is possible between the young one 
being born and sucked on land and this happening 
under water. The latter would be impossible until 
both mother and young had undergone completely 
the above modifications. All these, unless accom¬ 
plished per saltum miraculously, had to be taking 
place gradually during many generations to pre¬ 
pare for the coming change from birth on land to 
birth under water. A case of prophetic evolution! 
Personally I have no doubt that the supposed 
transformation never took effect. I find it far 
easier to believe the story of Cinderella than that 
of the transformations that turned a land animal 
into whale. 

I have not time to deal with other evolutionary 
fairy tales. I have no time to tell you of the 
reptile whose scales changed into feathers, of the 
birds who lost all their teeth with one accord, and 
how one poor bird, Odontopteryx, finding that he 
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could not get on without them, grew false ones. 
(Laughter and Applause). 

The Chairman : I have had one or two 
questions passed up to me. I am sorry that the 
arrangements for this meeting do not provide for 
the asking of questions, and, therefore, I do not 
propose to deal with them. 

Me. McCabe then spoke for ten minutes. 

The Chairman : Ladies and Gentlemen, that 
concludes the proceedings. 


Further Remarks. 

As I had not time to deliver the closing part 
of the opening speech which I had written out, 
and as this rounds off the case against the theory 
of organic evolution I include it in this volume, 
but I want to make it plain that this was not 
delivered to the audience and Mr. McCabe has had 
no opportunity of replying to it. My whole speech 
is published as a challenge to evolutionists. I assert 
that there is no effective reply to it. If anyone 
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disagrees, let him answer it. I do not anticipate 
a reply because biologists are well aware that the 
weight of evidence is against the theory of organic 
evolution. 

Unread part of my Opening Speech. 

I have not time to tell you the story of “ The 
Adventurous Quadruped that changed into a Bat,” 
“ The Intelligent Ape who acquired the Erect 
Posture,” “ The Enterprising Reptile that 
scrapped the Hinge between Skull and Lower 
Jaw and grew a New One.” True, indeed is 
Dr. Beebe’s remark: “ The idea of miraculous 
change, which is supposed to be an exclusive pre¬ 
rogative of fairy tales, is a common phenomenon 
of evolution.” Please note that this remark is 
made seriously! 

I have shown that the theory of organic evolution 
fails to satisfy the six crucial tests I have applied : 

1. No one has succeeded in creating a living 
organism out of inorganic matter. 

2. Animals and plants experimented on obstin¬ 
ately refuse to be transformed into other types of 
animals or plants, as the case may be. 

3. The rocks refuse to yield the requisite Pre- 
Cambrian fossils. 
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4. They likewise refuse to yield the particular 
intermediate fossils necessary to prove evolution. 

5. No animal exhibits a nascent organ. 

6. The theory postulates impossible transform¬ 
ations. 

The fact that the theory of organic evolution 
fails to satisfy any of the above six tests is over¬ 
whelming evidence against it. In comparison with 
this the evidence adduced in its favour makes a 
sorry show. Briefly it is : 

1. It is possible to arrange a few series of fossils 
indicating that in the course of time, organisms 
underwent slight change of form. But, such series 
merely tell the same story as experimental evidence, 
namely that organisms are somewhat plastic, which 
no creationist denies. The changes in what are 
almost certainly genetic series are all within the 
genus. Whether these changes have produced new 
species, or merely varieties, we cannot tell in 
default of experimental breeding. In the case of 
the Planorbis series of fossils the original type is 
reverted to eventually. The much-paraded pedi¬ 
gree of the horse, which is only a guess, begins with 
a horse and ends with a horse. The earlier pedigree 
beginning with Phenacodus is to-day rejected by, 
I believe, every expert. The suggested elephant 
pedigree is fantastic. It involves an initial process 
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by which the muzzle is elongated and both upper 
and lower jaws develop long tusks. Then 
the process is reversed and the jaw becomes 
shortened and the lower tusks lost! 

2. The fossils in the rocks of any locality show 
that in the past that locality had been occupied by 
successive floras and faunas, which differ from one 
another. But there is not a particle of evidence 
that the later floras and faunas are descendants of 
the earlier. Succession does not necessarily imply 
descent. 

3. The animals are all constructed on one or 
other of about a dozen different plans. The most 
that can be said for this as evidence for evolution 
is that the reason why all the members of a group 
are constructed on the same plan may be that all 
are descended from a common ancestor, but this 
is not necessarily the case. 

4. The existence of what are said to be vestigial 
structures in animals. If these supposed vestiges 
can be shown to have no use, this indicates that 
animals may lose structures and organs in the 
course of time. If the evolution theory were that 
evolution is merely the loss of organs, such evidence 
would be valuable. But, as the theory demands 
the acquisition of new organs, the evidence required 
to establish it is that of nascent organs, which, as 
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•we have noticed, is non-existent. 

5. The way in which embryos develop is said to 
support the theory of evolution. This I deny. 
The belief that it does is based on a complete mis¬ 
conception of the meaning of the phenomenon of 
the development of the individual, on the erroneous 
assumption that the developing embryo repeats its 
supposed phylogenetic history. 

The best that can be said for Nos. 1 to 4 of the 
above classes of evidence is that they might be 
useful as tending to confirm the major evidence 
for evolution if such existed. In default of this 
they are of no avail, because they are consonant 
with the theory of special creation. 

I submit, that I have established that the weight 
of evidence is against the theory of organic 
evolution. 
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